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and activity. It was found that c¢n the evaluation scale, malas and
females agree that the four forms of address connote different
degrees of goodness, with "Ms." receiving the lowest ratings.
Comparisons showed "Ms." and "Mr." were rated lower than "Miss" or
"Mrs." On the potency scale, males and females rated "Mr." lowest in
potency, with "Ms." not siginificantly higher. Males rated "Mrs."
significantly higher than the other three titles, while females rated

"Miss" higher than the other three. On the activity measure, male and.

female subjects agreed that "Mr." and "Mrs." were lower in activity
than "Miss" and "Ms.", with the latter receiving the highest absolute
rating and "Mr." receiving the lowest. In sum, both males and females
ascribed different affective meanings to the four forms of address on
all three basic dimensions. However, no direct evidence was found in
this study on whether these interpretations are extended to the
titles' users. (MSE)
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Abstract
There are three courtesy titles for wumen in common use,
Ms., Mrs., and Mics, corparec to one, 'ir.. fof men. How
do peopie feel about these titles and ﬁérsons who use
tuer? College student'éubjects rated the titles on 15
secantic differential scales representing evaluation,
potency, and activi.y. The four titles differed

reliably in affective‘neaning. Females and males agreed

in rating Ms. less good than Mr, or Miss and hiahef in

activity than ‘Irs. or Mr., but diszgreec on the potency
factor. Inpliications for women s choice of titles are

discucsed.
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There are tiiree courtesy titles for wonen in cammon use,
Js., irs., and fiss, and only one comparahble title, Mr.,
for 2en. The use of Ms. has been advocated by many

/

N

fermirists on the arounds tnat, lfke Mr., it leaves marital

status unspecifiied aud is there7ore more suitable for the
pany business, professional and ;social interactions where

Its use has not been without

verital status is irrelevant.
contruversy, however. Miller/ and Swift cite mauy axa&ples,
incluuing tuat of a 1974 qéﬁ.nﬁrgm the Governor of New
Hampshire to als secretarig? ehhﬁoyed by that state. (1) The
222 Zanned the use of Ws.#"the reason, accoriing to new
reports, wis tnat the Governor ¢id not "believe in' the
title. X

Jujeirng bv the above, courtesv titlesﬁcan definitely
evolie erotional responses in ﬁeoyle. Ms., Mrs., and 'tiss
are denotatively similar except on one dimension, that of
marital status., But, given the emotionality sometimes
provoked by a preference for Ms., it appears that they do
not carry similar connotations, _

Concepis that are derotatively similar are often
connotatively quite different. For example, Jacobson
corparec four cumnonly used labels for the concept of

womer s political, economic and social equality {ecual
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rignts for wemen, feriiism, women’s 1lib, and wonen’s
lgbcration) ané found that hér colicpe-student subjects made
cleer distinctions on an evaluative dimension (é.g.,

coacept was labeled "equal rights for wonmen', it received
relatively favorable evaluétions; when labeled "women’s
liberation", ratings were lowver.

Jacovson lirited nher compariscns of the labels.to an
evaluative dirension Howcvef, & technique has been‘
developed specifically to reasure the iffactive cnmponents
of wurd meanings on dimensions in addition %o evaluation.
ine sexanzic cifferential technijue, in which subjects rate
a concept un 3 nuader of descriptive seven-point scales 1is
objective ocuentitative easily administered, arnd can
accurately determine differences in affective reaning. (3)

A large body of research using the Squn%fi/differential
technique has uncovered thiree basic dimensiois of affective
wesning: Evaluetion (good-bad); Potency (strong-weak); and
Activity (active-passive). Every werd has some location on
cach of these dimensions for each of its users. The three
direusions have been found in more tham 30 culturas and

appear to be universals of affective wmeaning. (4)

)
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The present study is an attenpt to measure the affective
neanings of the four most comnon courtesy titles using the
serantic differential technique. We arc all familiar with
tie denotative (“"dictionary") meanings of the terms. But
vaat, are their subjecctive, affective meanings?

Y g:\,tbod

Suvjects aud Prucedure

Ninety-nine fepale and seventy-eight male undergraduates
N
of West Cuoester State College participated in the 5
experiaeat. LEach subject rated tan concepts; aine were

nantral wich respect to the study (e.e., Dr., m2, scientist)

—

and one was an adiress form (tr., Hde., Mise or Mrs.). Mr.
was rated by 24 femzle and 20 male subiects, MMs. by 28 '
ferales and 17 males, Miss by 25 fermales and 20 nales and
lirs. by 27 ferales and 21 males. .
-~Subjects rated the concepts on 15 bipolar, semantic
differential scales selected from the Osgood, !iay and Miron
atlas of affective meaning to represent the three upiversal
componenfs of affective meaning. (5) Evaluation was
represented by  the scales nice-awful, sweet-sour, helpful-
unhelpful, beautifui-ugly, and‘good-bad; potency by the
scales big ~little, powerless-powerful, shallow-dezp,

weak-strong, and high-low; and activity by the scales
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fast-slow, noisy-quiet, younp-old, dead-alive. and
known-unknown. Subjects were Presented witi, a8 bocklet
corsisting of instructions.and one page for eech of the 10
cuncepts. Each concept éppeared at the top of a page with
the 15 rating scales below it. A separate random order of
concepts was uzed in each booklet. The same random ordering
of scales was used on eacn page. For seven of the scales
the unairted tera was on the left; for eight it was on the
rignt. The menbers of each pair w2re presented on oﬁposite
sides of tne pare on the same line, separated by a
seven-point séele. The scales vere unlabelled and subjects
were instructed to “rate the words on the basis of wvhat they
rean to you DY pilacing an ¥ at the apprepriate point on the
scale.”

The booklets were distributed by two fermale studlent
experinenters who -described_the purpose of the experirent as
"to discover tne veezning of |certain words by getting your
rating of the words oa(a set™of descriptive scales.”

Kesults and Discussion

Hlean ratirgs for eacn address form are presented in
Table l, separately ior fenale and mile subjects.
tvdluation, potency and activity scores were sumned over the

appropriate 5 scales for each subject and means were

aal - o —— e ——— —————————
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aralyzed by three separate 2 X 4 (sex by address form)
random groujp énalySes of variance, using the method oi
vtaeighted 1zans, Post lhoc comparisons were performed
using the Leest  Significant Difference test with alpha set
at «Ji>. (6)

Evaluation
The results of the ANOVA iudicate that male and fzmale
subjects agreed tnat the four forwms of adiress connote.~
different degrees of "goodness,” with “Ms.' receziving the
lovest ratings. Post hoc comparisons showed that '!s.' and

.

1YY o "

vere both evaluated lower .than "iiss” or "rs.” The

reanings of "Miss' and 'i‘rs.” were thus.more pesitive ir the
ecvaluative (prood-bad) sense for these subjects than the
azlternative fcro of address available to womenm, MNs."
Petency |

ARUVA results showed highly reliable differences in
notency escribec to the four titles. In addition, there was
a sipnificant sex difference -- that is, male and ferale
subjects disagreed on connotatiors of potency or power for

the tirles. Both rales and females rated ™ir.” lovest in
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potency, with "M4s." not significantly higher. liales rated

Mirs."” significantly higher than the other three titles,

wiile fenales rated "iiss" higher than the other three.

Activity , \

A vith the other two factors. there were reliable

di:ferences in connctetive veaninp of the titles. Male and

1" i

femzle subjects arreed that "Nr." end "™rs.” were both lower
in activiiy tuan iiss" aud "Ms.", with the latter receiving
tne nighest. absolute rating and "Mr." receiving the lowest.

The results can be summarized as follows: btoth male and
temale Subjecté ascribed different affective m23anings to the
four foras of adiress on all three basic dimensions:
Evaluation, Potency, and Activity. Male ané fencsle
subjects were in substantial agreement except for the
Potency factor itoupn the ciflerences are small in
absolute terms, they are nignly significant and can be taken
2s reliable indicators of real differences in aifective
neaning of the titles among members of the population
stulied., '

The differences can be informally characterized in terms
of sone of the scale items to provide a picture of the

affective diwvension of meaning for each of the titles. A

Wire” 1s Viewed as not very good, nice, or sweet; not very
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biz or powerful; tending to be old, quiet, and slow, “ost

sizilar to “"Hr." is "Ms." -- not very pood, nice, or swear;
not very big or poverful; but in contrast to "Mr.", fast,
noisy and young. The other two female titlec are seen ss
i hetler, nicer, and swecter. liales view a Mrs. as big and
) powerful, wnile ferales ascribe these qualicies more to a
“118s". Dboth sexes agree that a "iiss" is faster, noisier,
’ - and younger than a '"™rs".
In previous senaatic differential r2search, subjects
. have distinjuished between the conczpts “woman® and "man" by
ratin2 women as detter, less poverful, aré rore active than
men.  (7) 1t is interesting tolcerpare the present ratines
of ralc-ferale titles vith these earlier ratings of "man”
and "veman”.  On the activity dimensinn, there is almost
periect agrecrent: "Ms." and “"HMiss" are seen as more active
than “lr.”, while "Mrs." ic equallyWmctive. On the potency
dirension, the results are contradictory: female titles are
ali rated ecqual or higher in potency than the male title by
both ‘male and female subjects. It is unlikely that the
putency'da:a reflect a belief that males are less powerful
v tnan Jenales, given the perception of more power for “man"
- found by Jenkins et al. The finding that the traditional

titles for wonen were seen as most powerful may indicate
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tnat for ithe late adolescent/ young adult are group of our
semp]e_guncu'S'LitleS still comnnote authority and strengtn
stetading from tie salience of women as mothers and teachers.
Certainly wne counter-intuitive results obtained here
suggest the need for farther researcn on perceprions of
pos¢r in courtesy titles. |

The nhst stadle and pure of the three affective
dirznsions of meaning is Evaluation, as reflected in the
avercre factor loadings for E scale items (.93 in the
present study) compared to P (.71) and A (.56). Vhen the
three fer2le titles are compared on E to “Hr;h. tuo of the
tilree preserve the relationship ocserved ir the earlier
study -- as "worman" is better than “"rmzn”, "Miss" and ™trs.”
are better thar "dr." The title “Ms.”, hovever, is less
good. Wicth respect to the evaluative dimension, a Ms. 'is
no better than & rale, -

The purpose of this study was to determine whether the
four common forms of address have different affective
wmeanings. The answer to this question is quite clear: THe
titles do nave significantly different values on all three
of the universal dimensions of affective meaning,

Evalnation Potency, and Activity. Hoﬁever, the present

study prevides no direct evidence on whether these differing
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interpretations ave eXtended to users of the titles, 'Ms".
is not very' good when compared as an isolated cuncept with
“iiss" or "Mrs"., Do people judze a womas who uses the title
iz, , then, as lower on an evaluative scale than one who uses
iiss” or "™irs"? Similarly, is a "Mr. Jones" vizwed as less
active tnan a "Ms., Jon2s"? The ansvwer to this tvpe of
question remains wuncertain. In a later experirment. we
asked svbjects to evaluate the personalities of people who
had supbosedly written letters and sipgned tham with-one of
tne titles. Suvbjects did not atiribute significant
personality differences as a function of the title used.
Thus, conclusions about the rerite of using one title in
preference to another rust necescarily be sncculstive,
Stili, women who chouse to adopt the title Ms. or to use it
in relerring to others should be aware that while it
connotes high activity it is also seen as less poverful by
males aua lower in an evaluative sense, that is, as luss
"good“ than the traditional women's titles, by both males

and females,
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Evaluation Ms,
"bad" to "good" 4.37

Potency Males
“powerless" Mr,
to ' 3,91
"powerful"
Females
Mr.
4,03
Activity Mr.
“alow" 4.20
llf‘::"

Mean Raéinga*

Mr,
4,38

Ms.
4,12

Mrs.
4.15

Mrs.
4.37

: Mise

/ 4,88

Miss
4.31

.Hs.
4.31

Miss
4,60

Mrs.

4.94

Ms.
4.83

Sex: F(1,169) = 3,21 p < .08

Title: F(3,169) = 8.88 p < ,00002
Sex x Title: F(3,169) = 2,54 p <L .06
Post Tasts: Ms, Mr.,  Miss Mrs, ww

Sex:; FP(1,169) = 14,83 p £ ,00002 '

Title: F(3,169) = 15.48 p < .000001 -

Sex x Title: F(3,169) = 1,82 n.s.

Post Tests (Males): Mr, Ms. Miss Mrs,

Post Tests (Females); Mr. Mrs. Ms. Miss
7/

Sex: F(1,169) = 1.56 n.s,
Title: F(3,169) = 9.51 p < .00001
Sex x Title: F(3,169) = ,99 n.s.
Post Tests: Mr., Mrs, Miss Ms.

/

*Where analyses of variance indicated no significant differences in the responses of male and femal

subjects their ratings are cambined.

A*Groups that do not differ from each other are underlined by a common line.
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